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STATE OF CAL'}ORNIA _ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Enclosure

cc: See next page.

PETE WfLSON. Governor

'  DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL /M
, G[=,?;EiEE- Reoion 4 \\4:Y/

IeS West Broadway, Suite 425 \@F'

Ulong Beach, cA so8o2'4444 
C5O.OOZ637(3lo) 5eo-4s58 't460(

AACAS EL TORO

Februarv 16' 1996 Ssrc No' 5o9o'3

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro
P. O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Dear Mr. Joyce:

ConmIrxrs Ox Dn.I,rrIxrnnriuAcTIoN OPERABLEUNIT I FnaSnTIITY STUDY PRoPosEDPLaN,
MARTNE Conrs AIR SrArIoN (MCAS) El Tono

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has completed the review of the above
subject document dated December 1995. The document describes the alternatives to clean up ground
water contamination in the principal aquifer at MCAS El Toro and presents the U.S. Marine
CorpsA.,lavy's preferred alternative. DTSC supports Alternative 6,{ as the preferred alternative. As
Orange County Water District plans to convert agricultural wells in the area of concern into drinking
water wells, we believe that Alternative 2A may not be an acceptable contingency alternative.
Moreover, Alternative 2A may not be a cost effective approach.

Enclosed are additional comments on the Proposed Plan from Ms. Marsha Mingay, our Public
Participation Specialist. Please review and consider these comments carefully as the final document
must be presentable to the public for review, consideration, and feedback to the base.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (3 I 0) 590-489 1 .

Sincerelv.

Tayseer Mahmoud
Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit
Office of Military Facilities
Southem California Operations
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Mr. Joseph Joyce
February 16,1996
Page2

cc: Ms. Bonnie Arthur
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
Hazardous Waste Management Division, H-9-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. California 94 I 05-390 I

Mr, Lawrence Vitale
Remedial Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, California 9250 | -3339

Mr. William R. Mills Jr.
General Manager
Orange County Water District
P.O. Box 8300
Fountain Valley, California 927 28-8300

Ms. Marsha Mingay
Public Participation Specialist
Department of Toxic Substanoes Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, California 90802-4444

Mr. Vish Parpiani
Environmental and Safety
Marine Corps Air Station-El Toro
P. O. Box 95001
Santa Ana, California 92709
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STATE OF CAI.IFORNIA - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PET€ WILSON. Go>ornor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
Region 4

245 W6st Broadway, Suiie 425

LonsBeach'cAso8o2-4444 

ME M o RAND u M

TO: Tayseer Matrmoud
Proiect Manaser

T#-/4P-
FROM: 

JL- 
Marsha Mingay

DATE:

SUBJECT:

February 7,1996

COMMENTS ON THE INTERIM ACTION FEASIBILITY STTJDY
PROPOSED PLAN FOR OU 1

Public Participation has reviewed the above referenced document and submits the following
comments.

The document contains all required information, however changes in the wording, use of added
tables/matrices, deletion of repetitive information and a more prominent text box regarding the
public participation opporfunities will lead to a more reader friendly document for the general
public. This is important since EPA's guidelines state that the Proposed Plan is to be written "in
a clear and concise style and use illustrations and figures where appropriate to better summarize
the information in the R[/FS." @PA, Communitv Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, pa1e
34).

Paqe I Text Box

Since the Proposed Plan stage of the CERCLA process is intended to inform the public
and provide them with the opportunity to become involved, a more prominant public
commenVmeeting text box is appropriate. By utilizing a small space on the front page of
the Proposed Pian, the reader could assume that you are minimizingthe importance of
public involvement in this process. Therefore, please review and incorporate the style
and informational contents of the the attached examples.

Table of Contents

it

Incorporate the article entitled, "How Much Will Clean Up Cost?"
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Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7,1996
Page2

What Is the Purpose of the Proposed Plan?

Page 2,last paragraph in article -
After the first sentence in this paragraph, add the following, "The public is encouraged to
review and submit comments on all the alternatives considered."

What is the Problem at MCAS El Toro?

P age 2, second paragraph
The information presented may increase fear due to a iack of information regarding the
relationship between toxicity, exposure pathways and health risks. Suggest the
incorporation of information regarding exposure pathways either in this article, or in a
separate article. If a separate article is written, utilize a parathetical statement to tie the
information together.

Page2, fourth paragraph -

Since this article provides a verbal picture of the situation at MCAS El Toro, combine the
information presented with similar information found on page 5, under "source Area".
The following is suggested, "The sources of theregional groundwater contamination are
concentrated in the southwestern portion of MCAS El Toro. Although the exact source
iocation areas are still being determined, the presence of VOCs in the areaare consistent
with previous MCAS El Toro activities. These activities included hazardous chemical
spills or releases into the soils. Overtime, the contamination seeped through the soils and
into the groundwater."

What is an Interim Action?

Replace the first sentence with part of the sentence currently appearing in the article,
"Why do we Need an Interim Remedial Action?" The paragraph in the article, "What is
an Interim Action" would begin with the sentence, ""The U.S. Marine CorpsAtravy has
determined that the Phase I data, combined wiht historical data, are sufficient to proceed
with the selection and implementation of a remedy for regional VOC contamination."

To streamline information contained within the document. delete the followins from this
article.

"because there are groundwater problems in other areas of the Station that will be
addressed separately." (quote can be found at the end of the first paragraph)



Mr. Tayseer Matrmoud
February 7,1996
Page 3

"The U.S. Marine CorpsAtrarry's goal is to take remedial action to capture and
remove contaminants from grounwater and to prevent them from spreading
frrther. (Quote is located on page 3, above the bullets elaborating on this
information).

What is Groundwater?

Delete the following sentence as it could be interpreted as condescending, "Groundwater
is an important resource. It provides water'from many purposes, including inigation and
domestic uses."

What is the History of MCAS El Toro?

Since we know that hazardous substances were used at MCAS El Toro and that they are a
source of contamination, be more specific in the second paragraph. The following is
suggested, "... Many potentially hazardous substances were used (such as ... ) and are the
source of groundwater contamination. These substances were released into the
environment..."

Include a definition for "bias for action". This is not a commonly known EPA policy
(see 3rd paragraph ofarticle).

What Studies Have Been Done?

The studies listed have all led to this proposed plan, therefore, an introductory paragraph
which tie the studies together would provide the reader with an understanding of why
these studies took place. (Note that the first paragraph in, "What are the contaminants .,."
begins to achieve this objective.)

U.S. Marine CorpsAtravy Monitoring of VOCs

To clearly present the information, reword the following sentences to read, "The U.S.
Marine CorpsAtravy analyzed samples of groundwater and found that the shallow
groundwater contained VOCs. These findings suggested that the contamination of the
regional groundwater was caused by Marine Corps activities."
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Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7,1996
Page 4

What Are the Contaminants and ...

As stated in the comment for "What Studies Have Been Done?", this information should
be used to introduce the studies which have been conducted. Since it is suggested that the
information be moved. this section could be deleted.

Types of Contaminants Found

This information is best presented in table format, as you have done in Table 1.
Therefore, the article can be deleted.

Source Areas of VOCs

As indicated in the comment for "What is the Problem ...", this information should be
incorporated into that article.

Contamination Levels, Extent, and Migration

The information presented in paragraphs two through four, would be clarified immensely
if it was presented in a matrix versus written paragraph form. Additional information
also needs to be provided which will explain why data is not presented for each area of
concern (e.g., no information was presented for TCE, on-station, in the deep aquifer). A
suggested table format is attached as Example 2.

The fifth paragraph in this article is a description of the plume and its relationship to the
MCLs. We suggest that an article heading be utilized to highlight this important
information.

Is There Anv Risk to Human Health?

When discussion risk, it is important to provide the reader with the bottom line
conciusion first, and then go into the specifics. Following that format, move the second
to the last paragraph in this article to the second paragraph position. This will provide the
reader with the good news first.

J?
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Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7,1996
Page 5

The use of bullets in this article is confusing. We suggest the use of subheadings, to
group the information presented. For example, the first bullet is generic information
regarding excess lifetime cancer risk and the subsequent bullet provides specific
information regarding excess lifetime cancer risk in relationship to MCAS El Toro.
These first two bullets are vastly different than the third which talks about the potential
for non-cancer effects. The use of subheadings witl alert the reader that the following
information is a separate type of assessment. Additionally, to follow the format of
providing generic information and then specific information, break the third bullet into
two paragraphs.

The wording in this article is confusing. The uneducated health risk assessment reader
might interpret the information as:

4 wells exceed lifetime cancer risk value of one in 10,000
47 wells, exceed the one in I million risk level
8 wells exceeds a non cancer hazard index of 1.0 for max. exposure scenario
5 wells exceed a non cancer hazard index of i.0 for average exposure scenario

Individuals with this understanding, will want to know which wells are these? Where are
they located? To avoid this misinterpretation, please clariff the information.

Why Do We Need an Interim Remedial Action?

Information presented is mostly contained within the article, "What is an Interim Action"
To streamline the document. delete this article.

What Will the Interim Action Entail?

Information presented is contained elsewhere in the document and therefore can be
deleted.

What Are the U.S. Marine CorpsAtravy's Cleanup Standards?

The second paragraph mentions that the contamination must be cleaned up to levels with
aHazatd Index less than 1. Include a sentence which states what the hazard index at
MCAS El Toro is currently.

The third paragraph, last sentence provides important information. Please provide
additional information regarding the level of contamination that can remain in the

- groundwater after the remedial action is complete.
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o Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7,1996
Page 6

What Are the U.S. Marine CorpsA.lavy's Cleanup Alternatives?

For some of the alternatives, you have provided information on whether the alternative
will meet the objectives or not. Please include this type of information for all of the
alternatives listed since it allows the reader to understand your decision process.

In the desciption for Alternative 48, the term "safety margin" is used. Please either
reword, or define its meaning to avoid misinterpretation.

How Were the Cleanup Alternatives Evaluated?

The artiCle is confusing because it does not Contain specifics or examples. What were the
altematives that were eliminated in the "initial screening"?

Change the last sentences in this paragraph to read, "These alternatives were evaluated
using the nine criteria summarized in Table 3. Based upon that evaluation, the U.S.
Marine CorpAtravy has identified 6.4. and2A as their preferred alternative."

How Do the Cleanup Alternatives Compare?

This article is exlremely confusing and would be best presented to the reader in a matrix
format. Please see the example fact sheet provided.

Table on page 13

To assist the reader in understanding the information presente d, define "18 ETl" in the
table.

Evaluation of Preferred Alternative bv EPA Criteria

Provide information on how the "alternatives would remain protective over the long
term.tt

The article states, "The time period required for compliance would be significant, because
the volume of VOC-contaminated groundwater is large." Provide the anticipated time

- period so thatthe reader canunderstand yow conclusion.?



o Mr. Tayseer Matrmoud
February 7,1996
PageT

The article states, "Both Alternatives 64. and 24, would require significant periods of time
to meet the remedial objectives for clean up of the groundwater." Provide the anticipated
time period so that the reader can understand your conclusion.

Provide information regarding the 4 percent discount rate.

Eliminate the brackets surrounding paragraph for "State Acceptance".

How Will the U.S. Marine CorpsAtravy Decide ...

Spell out the accronym for IDP

Glossary
Incorporate the Water Board's Resolution 68-16 since it is relatively unknown to the
general public and is used frequently in the document.

Page 16, text inset box

Insert "Interim Action" before "Remedial Investigation.

Where to Get More Information

Add DTSC Public Participation Specialist as a point of contact. Information to be
included is:

Ms. Marsha Mingay
Public Participation Specialist
State of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802
(310) s90-4881



Mr. Tayseer Matrmoud
February 7,1996
Page 8

Claire Best, Supervisor
Public Participation Unit
Office of Military Facilities

Shenill Beard
Geology Unit
Office of Military Facilities

Frazer Felter
U.S. EPA
75 Hawthorne Street (H-1-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Bonnie Arthur
U.S. EPA
75 Hawthome Street GI-9-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105

t
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v tr,F McColl Superfund Site

Soft Maerial Solidification with a

EXAMPLE I

C onting e ncy for RC RA-E g uivale nt C Io s are
is the Proposed Cleanup Alternative

1'n this Proposed PIan, the United States Environmental Protection
lAgency (EPA) is proposing in siru solidification of soft waste material
(soft material soiidification, or SMS) with a contingency for RCRA-
equivalent ciosure as its preferred cleanup altemative for the McColl
Superfund Site.

EPA, the lead agency, and the Califomia Deparunent of Toxic Substances
Control @TSC), the zupport agency, are seeking public comment on the
cleanup altematives being considered for the McColl Superfund Site.
Only after public comments on this proposed plan have been received and
considered will EPA, in consultation with DTSC, issue a Record of
Decision (ROD) describing the remedy EPA selects for the McColl site.
In this case, the Agency is proposing a contingency ROD consisting of the
altematives described above to help avoid futurc delays if the soft material
soiidifi cation altemative-cannot be technically implemented. DTSC has

continud on Vage2

t

Inside:

McColl
Background - 3

Waste
Characteristics - 4

Alternatives
Considered - 5

Best Treatment
Solution

Description of tlte
Preferred Alternative - 9

QsptingencJ ROD - 13

Public Healtb - L4

Community members are invited to
atrend an upcoming public hearing re-
garding the cleanup alternatives for the
McColl site.

Thursday
September 17,L99Z

7:fi) pm
Parks Jr. High School

Music Room
1710 Rosecrans Avenue

Fullerton

At the meering, EPA will Present the
hoposed Plan, respond to questions,
and receive formal comments from
tire pu-biic, both oral and written.

Public Comment Period
August 31 to September 29,1992

Puting the comment period, you are encouraged to express your opinions on
the hoposed Plan and the other alternarives considered for the McColl site
cleanup. EPA, in consulation with DTSC, may modify thepreferred alrcmative
or select another response action presented in tiris hoposed Plan and the SROA
II based on new information or public comments. Therefore, the public is
encouraged to review and comment on 3l! Of the alternatives identifred here.
Comments can be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing, or can
be sent in written form (postmarked no later than September 29,1992) ta:

Pam Wieman
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (H-6-l)
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

The Agency may extend the comment period if requested.
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had the opporilnity to review this
Proposed Plan before publication
and intends to offer formal com-
ments during the public comment
period.

Soft material solidification (SMS)
ai McCoU worid involve harden-
ing the tar.like material, drilling
muds, and cover soil at the waste
pits (sumps) on the site; building
subsurface slurry walls around the
sumps to prevent migration of
water into r}te waste and outward
migration of contaminants; stabiiiz-
ing sreep slopes on the sire with
retaining walls; placing a multilayer
cap (RCRA-equivalent cap) over
the sumps with a gas collection and
treatment system; and conducting
groundwater monitoring and
operation and maintenance in
perperuiry at the site.

Although EPA is confident that
SMS could be successful at the site,
there is inherent uncertainry when-
ever a rc69fia1 alternalive involves
a proven Eeatrnent technoiogy used
in an irnovative manner. Accord-
ingly, EPA has decided to include
RCRA-equivaient closure as a
contingenc5'element of the Pro-
posed Plan. If SMS cannot be
implemented, EPA will proceed
immediately with impiementacion
of RCRA-equivaient closure at the
McColl Site. Closure would
consist of constnlcting a multilayer
cap over the untreated sumps with a
gas collection and treatment
system; building subsurface slurry
walls around the sumps to prevent
migration of water into the wast€
and outward migration of contami-
nants; sabilizing steep slopes on
the site with retalling walls: and
conducting groundwarer monitoring
and operation and maintenance in

EPA beiieves that solidification of
soft material best meets the criteria
EPA must consider in evaluating
ileanup alrcmatives. (See Figure 6
on page 6 for a discussion ofhow a
remedy is chosen.) Definitions of
the terms that appearin boldface
type can be found in the Glossary
onpage 16.

This fact sheet addresses all ofthe
the alternatives considered by EPA
in the Supplemental Reevaluation
of Altematives II (SROA II) for the
cleanup at McColl. The SROA II
evaluated alternatives previously
considered in the i989 SROA, as
well as an altemative proposed by
the Mccoll site Group* (rhe
companies that are potentially
responsible parcies - PRPs - for the
cleanup, including Shell Oil
Company, Atlantic Richfreld
Company, Phillips Petroleum
Company, Union Oil Company,

ing, Incorporated), and a range of in
siur solirlifi cation altematives. This
Proposed PIan addresses cleanup of
the waste and contaminated soils ar
the site. EPA is still investigating
possible groundwater coilamina-
tion and will make a decision
regarding cleanup of groundwater,
if needed, at a futurc time.

The Administrative Record, which
contains ali of the documents
considered by EPA in deveioping
this Proposed Pian, is availabie for
public review at the Fulierton
Public Library, Archives Depan-
ment (see back page). Documents
include the SROA II, the Baseline
Pubiic Health Evaluation (BP[IE),
the Public Health Evaluation of
Remedi al Altematives (PHERA),
the Nine Criteria Analysis, and
other technical documeno. S

' NA{q Ig Capomtin k aLso a WP, hut is
rct o mcmicr of fu NA& Siu: Qtoup,at the site.

McColt Superfund Site hoposed PIan

,;, r,-,.. --:-,j.;:-:r' ' ', -:-":,; :.;i .---.'..-il;*:.. ,i i; i-:. '.1- . - .

and Texaco Marketins and Refin-



rTthe Mccolt Superhrnd site is
I an inactive hazardous waste

disposal faciliry used in the 1940's
for the disposal of acidic siudge' a

byproduct of World War II refinery
operations. The waste was depos-
ited in a series of 12 Pits, or
sumps, on about eight acres of the
approximately 20'acre site (see

Figure 1). From 1951 through
1962, fiU soil and drilling mud
from oil exploradon activities in
the Coyote Hills area were dePos-
ited in some of the Prts in an effort
to make ttre site suitable for future
development

By 1962, the UPPer RamParts area
of the site, conraining two sunrPs
(R-5 and R-6), was covered with

soil and has since remained oPen
space. ln the earlY 1980's, a claY
cap was placed on the lower
Rampars area (containing SumPs
R-I, R-2, R-3, and R-4) in an
a$empt to reduce odon and lower
the potential for direct human

contact with contaminants. The Los
Coyotes arca of the site was covercd
during the construction of the Los
Coyotes Counury Club Golf Course.
The six sumps in that area (L-1

through L-6) werc covered with soil.

In t}re late 1970's and early 1980's,
arcas qut of the McColl site were
suMivided and develoPed for
single-family residences. West of
the site, recreational faciiities were
developed for the RatPh B. Clark
Regional Park. As PoPuiation and
housing develoPment increased,
more and more comPlaints were
received about odors emanating
from the site. Investigations under-
taken by DTSC identified extensive
contamination.

In 1982, the McColl site was Placed
on EPA's National PrioritY List
(l{PL) which made site cleanuP
etgible for federal funding tlrough
the ComPrehensive Environmental
Response, ComPensation, afld

Liabiiity Act of 1980, commonlY
known as Superhrnd. From 1980 to
1983, DTSC conducted a Remedial
lnvesdgationlFeasibility SrudY
(RIIFS) to determine the best
method to clean uP the site. Based
upon that investigation, a decision
was made to excavate and redisPose
the waste in an authorized lanrtfill
in Kem CountY, CA. That county,
however, challenged the decision,
resulting in a Califomia SuPerior
Coun Order requiring DTSC to
prepare an Envilonmental ImPact
Report for the Projecr The court
action halted cleanuP measures at

the site.

ln February 1989, after a rcevalua-
tion of the aig:matives (SROA)'

EPA and DTSC ProPosed thermal
destruction as the prefened cieanup
altemative. A uial excavation of

the waste material at the site was

done under an enciosure during
June and JuiY 1990. The rcsults
provided deailed information on

how best to handle the waste in a

full-scale excavadon oPeration'

EPA had planned to sign a Record

of Decision GOD) in March 1991'

However, EPA determined the

communitY should have the oPpor-
runiry to comment on the docu-
ments EPA was relYrng onto make

its decision, including information
developed during Eeatabiliry
studies and the 1990 uial excava-
tiou EPA also decided rc reevaiu-
ate and uPdate its analYses of the

altematives considered for site
remediarion idendfied in the 1989

ProposedPlan. EPA has now

completed these stePs in the SROA

II and o*rer technical documens
describedonpage 1. IFigure i. McOotl Site MaP

September 1992



rn he principal compounds of concem identified in the BPHE and PIIERA for the site include benzene,
-L tolume, xyleng sulfur dioxide, tetrahydrothiophenes, and arsenic. Extensive field work has been done

to determine the characrcrsitics and extent of site contamination.

t

Figure 2. Typical Sump Cross Section

The waste material is disuibuted acros's the site in i2
sumps which range in depth from 17 to 55 feet.
Based on field strrdies, the volume of contaminated
material is approximately 97,1OC cubic yards. Each
cf the sumps at McColl consists of several layers in
the following orden cover soii; soft material, which
includes portions of the tar (a black, sticky material),
drilllng mud, ciay, and soil; and char (a black,
asphaltic material), which aiso includes some pockets
of tar (see Figure 2). The rhickness of each layer
varies from sump to sump. The sumps are covered
with soil from less ttian one to five feet thick. It has
been estimated that the continuous char layer starts
approximately 6 - 17 feet beiow the ground surface
(see Figure 3). The char and tar are very acidic, with
pH measurements of iess than 1.0.

During warm weather, the tar sometimes surfaces as
ssepsi releasing an unpieasant odor and creating the
porential for direct contact with contaminants. The
seeps are removed as pan of roudne site mainte-
nance. rE
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L1 1 5

L2 1 0

L3 1 4

L4 1 4

L5 1 5

L6 1 2

R1 1 5

R2 1 5

R3 17

R4 1 0

R5 1 0

R5 6

McColl Superfund Site hoposed Ptsn

Figure 3. Depth to Char l-ayer in the Sumps



I]r PA evaluated the following
l! nit. opdors for rhe McCoIl
site cleanup:

1) No '4dion
2) RcRA-Equiaalent Closure

3) RCR/-E quiaalent Containment

4) On-Sit e Rotary KIn Incin eration

5) Full In Situ Solidification with a

RCP-A'Equiaalent C-aP

6) FuIl In Situ Solidification with

a CIny C-ap
7) Soft Material Solidification

(.sMs,
8) Selectiae In Situ Solidification

without Exuvation

9) Selectioe In Situ Solidification

utith Waste Ercaaation

A no acdon altemative must be
considered at every Superfund site.
It provides a baseline from which to
evaluate other cieanuP oPdons.

Figure 4: Estimated Costs for

The closure and containment
options werc previouslY evaluated
in the 1989 SROA, and the incin-
eration option was evaluated as a
generic thermal destnrction altema-
tive at the same time. The SROA n

Each RemqJy 
i

updates the analyses of these
altematives. The various solidifica-
tion altematives have not been
considered before. Altemative 9,
selective in situ solidification with
excavation, is the altemative

proposed by the McColl Site
Group.

Cost and time comParisons
for the altematives are shown
in Figures 4 and 5. Figure 7
compares the amount of
material to be treated bY each
opdon. The criteria used to
evaluate the altematives are
shown in Figure 6. The
technicat elements of each
altemative are summarized in
Figure 8. For a more detailed
descripdon of the alema-
tives, please refer to the
SROA II, coPies of which are
available at the Fullerton
Pubtc LibnrY, Archives
Departmenr {l
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SELECTING A CLEANUP REMEDY
The U.S. EPA uscc nlnc crllerla to evaluat€ altemdlves for cleanlng up a hazardous waste sh€.
The nlne crlterla are ag follous:

Figute 6. The Nine Criteria

the Envlronment
Address€B rvhether a 'snpdy
provldee adeguab pobcnon
of human hoallh and he erndrcrnmt rnd
describes how rbls arc otmhebd. redrcod,
of controlled through loeHFG onghoerhs
controb, or Insitjtlonal cofitob.

W

1 Overall Protostbn ot
r Human Heatth and /

a Long-term
Y Effectlveness
Refers b the aHlity of a
remedy b maintaln rellaue
probction of hurnan healtr
ard tre snvironrmnt oYrr
tim€, once cleanup gosb tray€ boan rrt

5 Cost
EvaluabE tho
ssurnatod capdsl,
operation and
rnslnbnanca
cosB of eacfi alOrntw.

l; Compllance wlth' Apprrcabfe or Retev 
"^@anel Appropriate Regulrcments (ARARs)

Addre68ee uhethor a rerpdy will nE€t all ARARs or Federal
8nd st8b envionnpnal slaijbs andor povide grounds
br invokirg a yaivsr.

; Redwtlon of Toriclty,
= lrtoUlltty, or votume
Through Trcatment ffMV)
Rele|8 tc the ankipabd
ablllly of a rernedy b roducs
frr tcrblty, moUlity and volurne of the hazardor.s
comporpnts prosent at the slb.

A Shott-term
v Eftecth€ness

f ,hpbmentaHllty
R€forE b the bffil erd
adminbEatiw barHty of a 19 nody,
including the avalablff of marriab
and servicee no€dad b cary out a
particular optton.

Addressas lho perlod of trne needed O cospleb
|ho Fmedy, end any adnree lmpscb on hurnan
heath ard lhe environnpnt thst may bo po8od
dr.ltE he conefi,cdon and lmpbmontation

*potbd, undl ho desnup gosb aro achiercd.

8 State Acceptanoe
Indicabs whether, based on lts review

ot lh€ infonnation, lhe stab @ncrrr6
wlfn opposss, or has no commont

on the preferred albrnative..

9 Communtty Acceptanca
Indi'aE6 u'fi otFr commrrntty

corporEare a<ldessed by fne
r9fiFq ard f,fishor A|o commudty
lnsa prebrenca bra remedy.
Atftot gh pnblic comrnent b an bnportant part of th€ frnal dedslon,
EPA b cornpelled by bw b balerrco communlty concsnrs witr all of the
poviotdy mnlbnod cdteria

McColl Superfund Site hoposed Plan
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T;.t PA has proposed soft material
11sofidification as the remedy for
the cleanup of the McColl Superfund
Site. EPA believes that SMS offen
the best balance of the nine criteria
used to select remedial altematives
and utilizes treatment technologies to
the ma"rimum extent pracdcable.

EPA believes that SMS:

- b protatioe of human halth and the
anvironment

-will comply with all Applicable or .
Relqant and Appropriate Require-
ments (ARARs)

- prooidth for longlerm et'fectiaenas
and protection

- can trat approirrutely 55,000 cubic
yard"s of the usaste to reduce toicity
andmobility

- b cosFeffrtioe

- yooida for short-term eff atioenas
and protection

- b the most
trlnically
irnplmntable of
the solidification
alternatiaa

- is potentially
acceptable to the
State

- bpotentially
acceptable to the
community

EPA believes
that, if SMS is
not technically
implementable,
the RCRA-
equivalent
closure option is
the most ailpro-

priate remedy for the site. Both SMS
and RCRA-equivalent closure meet
statutory requirements for remedy
selection. However, RCRA-equivalent
closure is not the primary remedy for
cleanup because 1) it does nottreat the
waste; 2) it relies morc on instibr-
tional controls (such as fencing,
guards, and limiting uses of the site)
than SMS does for success in protect-
ing human health and the environ-
ment; and 3) tie community and the
State may not support this alternative.

EPA rejected the other alternatives for
the following reasons:

EPA believes that the no action
alternative is not protective of human
health and the environment due to the
potential for exposure to the hazardous
materials at the site. Under the
assumed no action conditions, expo-
sure could be through direct conuct,
inhalation, or ingestion of hazardous
marerials.

gPn beUeues that the PgP,4lsquiva-
lent containment and the on-site rotary
kiln incinerarion alternatives rely

extensively on the ability tJo excavale
the hazardous material. While
excavation under an enclosure is
technically possible, the uncenainries
associated with undertaking full-scale
excavation at McColl in close proxim-
ity o residences are high. The
uncenainties could adversely affect the
overall cosL the overall time for
implementation, and the ability to
implement the remedy successfully. It
is also possible that the uncertainties
could adversely impact the ability ro
provide protection of the communiry
and workers during implementarion
(short-term effecdveness).

EPA believes the uncertainty in the
ability to locate the specified material
for the selective in situ solidification,
with and without excavation alterna-
tives, is high. This:uncenainty could
adverselyaffut the overall cost, the
overall time for implementation, and
the ability to implement the remedy
successfully. The waste volume
treated by ttris alternative is 407o less
than the selected alternarive, while the
costs are similar. For the selective in
situ solidificarion with excavadon

alternative, there are
uncertainties associ-
ated with excavalion
and disposal that could
affect the ability to
successfully implement
the remedy.

EPA believes thar the
uncerrainty in the
abiliry to solidify the
waste up to 55 feet for
the full in situ solidifi-
carion altehatives is
high. This uncenainty
could adversely affect
the overall cost, the
overall time for
implementation, and
the ability o imPle-
ment the remedy
successfully. $
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Figure 7: Estimated Amount'of Material to be Treated
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RCRA CLOSUNE

Subsurface cut-oll walls
Slope stability improvements and
relaining walls
RCEl-oqlivalent cap
Gas collection & lrealment syslem
Groundwaler and vadose zone
monitoring wells
Long-term O&M ol gas collection
syslem and cap
Limited guard and fence

RCNA CONTAINMENT

Slope slability imprwomenls and
retaining walls
Consbuclion of a RCM+qulval6nt
on-sito landfill
Excavation ol wasles in sumps using
enclosures t
Placerhenl c[ waste in landfill
lpstallation of landfill cover
Gas colleclion and lreatmenl systom
Groundwaler and vadoso lone
monitoring wells
Long-term O&lI ol gas collection,
system and landfill
Linrited guard and fencs

FULL tN SITU SOLtDtFtCAnON
WITH nCBrl CoVER

Slopo stability improvoments and
relaining walls
Full ln-situ solidillcation ol all waste
and cover material. induding lhe
arsenic in Sump R-l
Capture and treatmenl of emissions
trom tho solidilication proc€ss
Grading of solidilied matorial
RCRA.equivalent cap
Gas collection and lfeatmsnl system
Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoting wells
Long-term O&M
Umited guard and fencs

FULI n{ sttu soLtDtF|cAnoil
WIIH CTAY COVER

Slope stabilif improrrern€nb and
relaining wdb
Full In-sltu cofidilication of dl waste
and cover mabrial. IndtiJing tre
arsenic ln Sump R-l
Capturs and rearnent of emisslons
from lhe solidfication proosss
Grading of solilifed material
RCRA+glivdent clay cover
Gas colleclion and treabnonl syslem
Groundrrvaler and vadose zons
monitoring wells
Long-term OtM
Umited guard ard lence

SOFT MAIERIAL SOUDIFICATION

Characterization of sumps using cone
p€netrometer lesls calibraled with
boring

Subsurface slurry ort-off walls
Slopo stability lmprovements and
retaining walls
In sifu solidillcalion ol soll matorial
(cloan cover. drilling mud tar, and
designated malerial), induding the
arsenic In Sump F-l
Grading ol solidified material
RCM+quivalent cap
Gas collection and lr€atrn€nt system
Groundrrvaler and vadoee zone
monitoring wells

Long-torm O&M
Umited guard and fence

SELECTIVE IN SITU SOLIDIFICATION
WITHOUT EXCAVAIION

Characlerization of sumps using coro
p€netrometer lest calibraled wilh
boring 

(

Subsurfac-e sluny o.lloff walls
Slopo slability improvemenls and
tetaining walls
In sihr solidification ol ldontified zonos
of tar and drilling mud, Including the
arsenic in Sump R-l
Grading ol solidilied material
RCM+quivalent cap
Gas collection and trealmenl system
Groundwator. and vadose zone
monitoring wells
Long-lerm O&M
Limited guard and fence

SELECIIVE IN SIIU SOLIOIFICATION
TTNTH EXCAVATION

Characierization of sumps using cone
pensbometor lests calibrated wilh
borings
Surface slurry cutoll walls
Slope stability improveimonts and
relaining walls
Excavalion and ofl-site lr€atmenl and
dsposal of arsenic-contaminaled
material

ln situ solidilication ol identified zones
of tar and drilling mud
Excavation and off-site lreabnsnt and
dsposal of selocted tar mat€rial
Gtading of solidilied nraterial
Rcn^€quivalent cap
Gas collection and lr€abnonl system
Groundwater and vadose tons
moniloring wells
Long{erm OIM
Umited guard and fence

ON.SIIE ROTAEY KILN INCINERANOil

. Excavation ol arsenic and off-site
beabnenl and disposal

. Excavalion of all waste using an
endosure

. On-site beabnent of wasb kr a rohry
kiln indnerator

. Flue gas lroabnsnt lo meel SCAOITD
regulatlons

. Final grading and aeslhetic
lmprwemenb lo ho site

. Placement of ash on-sile es clean
matedal

. No guard and lence



The descriptbn of this alternatiae
is based on the concqtual design
discussed in the SROA II. The
techniul components of this
alternatiue tnay be modified as part
of the design stage of the proiect.

oft material trcatrnent
rhrough in situ

solidification would target
the drilling mud, asidic tar
materiai, soil cover, and
other soft material above
the continuous char
iayer. Soft materials
wouid be

solidified using drili rigs capable of
injecting solidifying and neutraliz-
ing agens into the waste while it is
in ttre sumps and then mixing them
thoroughiy. An emission control
shroud system wouid be attached
to the driil rig. (See Figure 9).
Neutralizing and hardening the soft

immobilize the tar and drilling
muds above the char layer, neutral-
ize the sulfuric acid in the waste,
and reduce future earth settling.
The arsenic- containin g wastes,
found only in Sump R-1, also
would be solidified as part of the
rreaEnent process.

staging areas near the sumPs;
etc.); installation of the air
polludon control system to be
used during drilling; and
installadon of the perimeter air
monioring network to moni-
tor sulfur dioxide and hYdro-
carbon emissions levels at the
site boundary.

2) The shallow inigation PiPes in
the Los Coyotes area (left over
from when the area was Part of
the Los Coyotes golf coune)
would be removed from the
ground, decontaminated and
taken off-site for disPosai;

to De
Treated

3) Each sump would be surveYed
using a cone Penetrometer
and in-place borings to
determine where the soft
material ends and the continu-
ous layer of char begins;

continued on page 70

(\*tiaryi,s
Agants

The process would
consist of the

following

lnnq Shroucl

Emissions Out

Figure 9. Treating the Soft Material with In situ solidification

Drill Rig Stutt

1) Pre-treatment activities would
inciude on-site road grading
for transport vehicles; installa-
tion of support facilities
(storage for solidifying agents,
expansion of decontamination
areas for equipment and
employees, extension of gas,
water, and electric iines to the

w
I

ions of the sumps would

September 1992



"'tion piocess' involves::mixing ;:sub-
stances (such'as:bement oi fly ash)
:with waste to make it more solid and

',ito'im;Uuiliie tnaittremicals it'ion-
: :taioS. Ttre,bolidification process :at

McCollrnould pioduce a crumbly
,:meteridl that resem bles gravel.'
, : i l .  

. '  : ' .  , j ' j : : i j : : . . i i i . : : ! ' : : i  t t . , , : , , r .1 , , , . , , ,  , . , . , , . : , : , , j  : ,1  
. , :  , ,1  

,  . . . . .  . ;  . . . : :  . .  , , , .

iffi#gililffiuii;;.#lili
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,, ,'n 

" aiiri;g *".# tn"t*oura u.
,,albignea :foi each sump would en-
iure that::soft materhl above'the
continuous char :level is treated.'In
toal, EPA expects thatabour 55300
cubic yards of:inaterial would be
,treated using'soft material solidifi-
ca t ion  ' '

ir:r"r"c;u;,liir ;;i"iu, *ou,i',*'
'.,mi*"4 *in'ibUaifying,agents.using l
:two large Cugei-drill rigs.:'fhg 61-
,ametef ofeach augir'ii proposed to ::
be'five feef , The auger,would drill
::into a,sump lo tbe'depth *nuru,,,n"..
continuorrs'char layer begins. The
'sotidifying agents would be'fed'into
the *aste thiough the:Cugei; whiCh ,
has'a'hollo# Chaft, and then mixed':

,witn tte tar11,,*aste ty the rotatiog,
action:of thC:augerr , ,: : :,: ' ' ' ', :

cotttinucd from pagc 9

Foam would be applied over
all the sumps for emission
control and would be reappiied
as necessary;

The drill rig wouid deposit a
one-foot-thick layer of lime
slurry under the surface of
each zump to absorb sulfur
dioxide emissions from
solidification work:

Using the drill rig, more lime
would be added ro the sumps
down to the continuous char
iayer to neurralize the acidity
of the waste and to neutralize
pockes of sulfur dioxide gas;

The soft material above the
char layer in the 12 sumps
would be solidified (see "How
Solidifi cation Works') using
two drill rig units, each with a
proposed fi ve-foot diameter
auger;

The solidified materiai would
be graded to provide drainage
and run-off control;

Underground slurry walls
would be constructed around
the Upper Ramparts sumps,
with another siurry wall
around the Lower Ramparts
and Los Coyotes sumps;

Unstable slopes around the
sumps would be reinforced
with retaining walis;

The sumps would be covered
with a RCRA-equivaient cap,
including a permanent gas
collection and treatrnent
system consisting of scrubber
units and granular activated

4)

s)

6)

7)

8)

o\' Duiing diilling,,6*;artons from thC

, ium ps *oulO Ue.contf of tea,,using a
','shroud.,i,;Currentli,,,1hs .'5R 96,II
:',assu mesithat, a double shroud sys.
'ter troiita be used, Coniisting ottwo

:l steel, boies;,ione': inside',the other.l
that fit over ih. aug.. and form a
seat with ttrCground. It is estimated
th,at99% o;femissions from the drilt,

,,ing would betollected in the,shroud,
,and sent thiougtr two,air treatm;nt,
:,iystems,.'to,,iemoie'iontaminants;,.
.including, tiilfui. dioxide, ltotCl,,hy;,,

droc-arbon compounds;and partiCu-
lates. Air monitrrring of emissions
wou ld also- be cond ucted to monitor

l0)

I ,the :,:effeciiVeness,of,.:thC:ireatment

McCoII Superfund Site Proposed plan

i r)

g L l r  I  s t g u  
i

carbon units to remove sulfur I conttnuea ofl

droxide and total hydrccarbon

. compounds from emissions;

12) Croundwater monitoring wells
would be installed: and

13) The site would be monitored
and the collection and freat-
ment. systems would operate in
perpetuity.

,Use of I ongj.Term ,, 
i 

,
,,Engineering and-,,.,,:,i,:,, .',

Instiruti onal Controls, in'r'the
Preferred Remedy ' ,' ,

.fl hr selected remedy retes
-L heavily on long-term engi-

neering (LfE) and insdrutional
controis to assure long-term prctec-
tion of human health and the
environment. The insdrutional
controls envisioned need to be
m aintained in pe rpetuity.

The remedy contains the following
LTE controls: muitilayer RCRA-
equivalent cap, slurry walls,.and
retaining walls for steeply sioped
areas. Irstirudonal controls neces-
sary for the maintenance of these
LTE controls involve land use
restrictions and ongoing mainte-
nance activifies.

A brief discussion of the LTE
controls and their associated
insritutional controls is presented
below. The retaining wall rliscus-
sion may be of particular interest to
the community due to the porential
for visual impacts on homeowners
in the vicinity of the site.

RCRA Multilayer Cap: The cap
has been conceptualiy designed to
h between seven and nine feet
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thick (see Figure 10). A resfticted
use cap would be seven feet thick; a
cap designed for limited recre-
ational use would be nine feet
thick. The purpose of the cap is to
ensur€ that water doesn't get into
the waste and that gaseous emis-
sions are not released to the atmo-
sphere without treaunent. This is
accomplished through the use of
clay and gravel layers, synthetic
(plastic) linem, water and gas
collection systems, and other
materials. To maintain the integrity
of the cap, l) fuure excavations
must not occur within t}te capped
portions of the site, 2) bunowing

extend to depths of approximately
60 feet underground sunounding
the waste. (See Figure 11.) The
purpose of the slurry walls is to
minimize the potential for exisring
groundwater to come into contact
with the waste or for mobile
contaminants within t}te waste to
migrate from the sumps and
contaminate groundwater or
additional soil. This wiil be
achieved Orrough t}te construction
of a venical concrete wall surround-
ing the sumps that is resismnt to the
acidic na$re of the waste. To
maintain the integrity of the slurry
wall, 1) future excavations must not
dan;age the slurry wall and 2) deep-

walls have been conceptually
designed to be up to 25 feet in
height (to support 9 - 12 feet of
additional material plus 10 - 13 feet
of existing slope material). Cur-
rently, the retaining walls will be
placed on the slopes of the Upper
Ramparts, Lower Ramparts, and
Los Coyotes portions of the site
(see Figure 12).

EPA realizes that the aesthetic
impact of the retaining walls is a
concem to the community, and is
investigating methods to minimize
the use of retaining walls. This
could be accomplished through one
or more of the following methods:
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Figure 10: RCRA-Equivalent

animals must not build homes in
the cap, and 3) deep-rooted vegeta-
tion must not be planted on the cap.
The iand use restrictions envisioned
to heip maintain the cap's integrity
will limit the type of structures and
vegetation allowed on the cap.

Slurry Walls: The slurry walls
have been csnceptualiy designed to

cap

rooted vegetation that could pen-
etrate the slurry wall must not be
planted. The land use restrictions
envisioned will limit the type of
structures and vegetation allowed at
the site.

Retaining Walls: With the addition
of material during solidificarion and
piacement of the cap, the retaining

1) limiting the area needing retain-
ing walls for support 2) reducing
the overall height of the retaining
walls; or 3) reducing the angle at
which the retaining walls will be
constructed. Based on the concep-
tual design of the aitemative, one or
all of the above considerations may
be incorporated during design. Of

continwd on page 72
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Roseqens Awnue

R-1 Ramparts SumPs
L-1 Los Coyotes SumPs
--- Slurry Wall

Los Coyotes Goll Course

Figure 11. Slurry Walls Surrounding Sumps

What ttre Site Would Look

j Remediation

s part of the construction of the
preferred remedy, the site

would be contoured and landscaPed
to allow for limited recreational
use. Public access would be
available to the whole site with the
exception of the area containing the
air treatment system for the RCRA-
equivalent cap. The latrer area
would be fenced and entrY con-
rrolied. Because hazardous waste
would remain on site after
remediation, the site would remain
a hazardous waste site on the
National Priorities List.

The site itself would be 9 - 12 feet
higher in elevation due to the
piacement of the cap (7-9 feet) and
the addition of material during
soiidification (2-3 feet). It would
be landscaped with plants native to

the alternatives not involving full
trsltment, EPA believes that the
SMS altemative offers the greatest
potential for minimizrqg the use of
rctaining walis. This is because
SMS invoives treatrnent of the
high.esl volume of soft material
waste, which potendally allows for
subsequent recontouring of the site.

The main purpose of the retaining
walls is to provide stability and
strength to the natural contours cf
the site. The retaining waiis aiso
will support the weight of the
additional marerial placed at ths site
during cleanup. This additional
strength and stability is important
to mainrain the integrity of the cap,
panicularly in the event of a
significant earttrquake. This will be
accomplished through the place-
ment of retaining walls on the
slopes of concem. The walls may
be made of concrete (crib rctaining
walls or formed blocks), metal, or

other material. The exact material
to be used wiil be decided during
the design phase of the project. It
'is 

believed that piants can be
incorporated into the design of the
retaining walls to make them more
aestheti-
caliy
pleasing.
Land use
restric-
tions will
be
necessary
to restrict
place-
ment of
smJcrures
on the
site that
could
affect the
integrity
of the
retaining
walls.

continued on page'Lj

BdereEAw.

Figure 12. Location of Retaining Walls

McCoil Superfund Site Proposed Plan 12
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the area- The ultimate land use
would be determined by the land-
owners. However,land use would
need to be consistent with the
design of the cap and the land use
restrictions. EPA believes if the
proposed remedy were impie-
mented, potential uses by the
landownen could include a narure
park, a limited use recreational
park, or a golf course. Uses sirch as
tennis courts or amphitheatres
would be excluded because thev

would damage the'integrity of the
cap. The exact height and contours
of the sire wouid be determined
during design.

Off-site improvements would be
incorporated into the projecr along
Rosecrans and Sunny Ridge Drive
to improve access to the site and to
improve the aesthetics of the site.
The exact placement and naure of
the off-sire improvements woujd be
decided during design through
discussions with the community
and the City of Fullerton.

EPA recognizes that there will be
impacts to the community during
the construction of the project.
Concems have been expressed by
the community related to aesthetic
impacts, noise impacts, dust, odors,
and truck traffic. EPA is concemed
about these impacts as well and is
committed to minimizing them.
EPA is commined ro working with
the community on these issues and
will incorporaterhese modificarions
as appropnaE. ru'

Et PA is proposing o issue a
- I) contin-eency ROD for the
t McColl Site. Under a conringency

ROD, EPA selects a remedy for
implementation and also selects a
secondary remedy. The secondary
remedy is the contingency measure
- in the event the first remedy
cannot be implemenEd, the second-
ary remedy has aiready been
selected. As discussed below, the

gency ROD is appropriate when
t}terc is some uncenainty about the
abiiity of a remedial option to
achieve the desired results. Jn the
case of the McCoU site, EPA is
proposing an innovative application
of a proven technology: solidifica-
tion is a demonstrated technology
but has not been used on McColt-
type wasre. EPA believes that in
situ solidification will work, bur

large-scaie application must be
confirmed in the fieid. EPA is
proposing a contingency remedy to
ensurc that a remedy wiil be
implemented at the McColl Site
without addirional delav.

EPA is proposing to trEat one sump
with SMS foiiowing the design
phase. EPA would then evaluate

continued, on page 74ROD will
identify
the spe-
cific
criteria
EPA will
consider in
deciding
whether to
implement
the pri-
mary or
secondary

,l 
remedY'

Generally,
a contin-

Proposed Public
Comment

Period

Public
Hearing

(30 days)

Record
of

Decision
(ROD)

Responsiveness
Summary

Remedial
Design

Clean-Up
Activities

(2 to I years)

Approxirnale Dat€s

Figure 13: Projected McColl Cteanup Schedule
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the rcsults of this effort to confirm
that SMS is a technically
implementable alternative. If, as
EPA now believes, SMS were
technically implementable, SMS
would be performed on the remain-
ing 11 su{nps.

In making the decision whether
SMS is technically implementable,
EPA would consider the following
criteria at a minimum: effectiveness
in treating the soft material, inciud-
ing the extent of solidification and
resulting stability of the soiidified
material; ability to move or grade
the treated material; estimated time
for completion if SMS were applied
to the remaining 11 sumps; esti-

mated cost of completion forthe
remaining 11 sumps; ability to
control emissions and to protect
worken and the pubiic during
implementation; and overall noise
leveis. In assessing these criteria,
EPA would consider whether the
results deviate excessively, both
individually and collectively, from
the expected results set forth in the
SROA II and the Nine Criteria
Anaiysis.

EPA would inform the public of its
decision on whether SMS is
technically implementable after
using SMS on the first sump. If, in
EPA's judgment, SMS is not
technically implementable, the
RCRA closure altemative would be

implemented as the preferred
alemative. Because of the oppor-
tunity for public comment on both
altematives during Ore current
comment period, EPA does not
anticipate providing an additional
comment period regarding this
decision. If EPA were to decide to
implement a contingency remedy
that differs significantly from the
RCRA-equivalent closure remedy
described in the ROD, EPA would
issue additional documentarion
explaining the rationale for the
change in the original decision, as
required by federal reguiations. If
this action were taken, it couid
result in a delay to the scheduie.
The projected cleanup schedule is
shown in Figure 13. S

,Public'Ilealth Ai sesSment

;.r stimating the public health
F, risk associated with each
altemarive is a major part of
evaluating the cleanup altematives.
Whiie no public health risk is
desirabie, each cieanup alternative
has some ievel of risk associated
with it. The PHERA is used ro
guide EPA in selecting a remedy
that will be protective of human
health and the environment. The
PHERA evaiuates health risks both
during and after implementation of
each altemative.

The BPFIE evaluates risk posed by
the site if no cleanup action were to
be taken. The no action altemative
assumes that no action is taken at
tie site, inciuding no guard or fence
and no site maintenance. The no
action assessment is used to pro-
vide a baseline for comparison for

other altematives and to verify rhat
the site needs to be cleaned up. How :Health,Effects,are

Measiired ,' ,,.,

Primary Health Concem is
Inhalation of Hazardous

1 nhalation, ingestion, and direct
-f contact are the most common
exposure pathways. The primary
exposure pathway of concem for
McColl is inhaiation. Since
groundwater contamination is still
under invesrigation, the risk associ-
ated with potential groundwater
contamination has not yet been
assessed. Therefore, it is imponant
to remember that the current risk
assessment may not represent the
total risk posed by the site. Never-
theless, it does provide information
that will help EPA select a remedy
that is protective of human health
and the environment.

public health risk assessment
is broadly defined as an

anaiysis in which facts and assump
tions are used to estimate the
potential for adverse effects on
human health that may resulr from
exposure to specific compounds.

EPA expresses potential carcino-
genic (cancer) risk in terms of a
probability. For instance, a carci-
nogenic risk level of i in 1,000,000
means that one additional person
out of sng rnillign people exposed
to a chemical could develop cancer
as a result ofthat exposure. (In
scientific notation, I in 1,000,000 is
expressedas 1 x 10{).

To protect public health, EPA is
concemed with the probability that

, l

McColl Superfund Site Proposed Plan
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Figure 14. Summary of cancer Risks for cteanup Alternatives

exposue to specific chemicals may result in cancer.
For Superfund projecrs, EpA's goal is to implement
cleanup acrions that fall within the range of I in 10,000
(1 x 10a) to I in 1,000,000 (l x 10{) excess lifetime
cancer risk.

Chemicals t}tat do not cause cancer, but may cause
other health effects (e.g., respiratory irritation, liver
disease) are considered for both their short- and ions_
term effects. Estimated exposure levels for specifiJ
chemicals are compared to the threshold concentration
levels where health effects have been observed in the
most sensitive populations. This comparison is
presented as a rado called the Hazard Index (HI).

If the Hazard Index is grcarer than 1.0, health effects
could potenrialiy occur. If the ntio is less than 1.0,
health effecrs are uniikely. For Superfund projecs,

I ,::l;fT;: 
to impiemenr creanup actions wirh an Hr

To calcuiate the risk probabilities and hazard ratios,
assumptions have to be made conceming the nuure of
the problem. Generally, to ac@unt for uncenainties
associated with the assessments, EpA makes conserva-
tive assumptions that weigh in favor of protecting
public health. EPA has used two different exposure
scenarios for estimating risk for McColl: aveftlge
exposure and reasonable maximum exposure. Average
exposure uses the average concentration of contami-
nants at McColl o calculate exposure levels. Reason-
abie maximum exposure assumes higher contaminant
concentrations and exposure condicions than average
exposure scenarios as tre basis for exposure balcula-
rions.

Carcinogenic risk and Hazard lndex estimates for each
remedial altemative are shown in Figures 14 and 15,
respectively. These numbers represent the maximum
numbers caiculared as pan of the BPHE, the pHERA,

coatinucd on pge 75

KEY

I Avemga E:pault
El Reasonabb Maximurn Erposum
' Rbk tor !€ldir€ coldilirdion is essuh€d to b€ ths sam€, wrth or withq/t oxcavation-
l,pTE: Thic f|guf€ pr€s.nts intomalion lor tho highsst fi3k fcglor.
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and the Addenda to these docu-
ments.

As can be seen from Figure 14, the
estimated carcinogenic risk from
each altemative is within or below
EPAIs acceptable risk range.
Figure 15 strows that the non-
carcinogenic impact from each
altemative is beiow 1.0, which is
acceptable to EPA. These conclu-
sions are based on Hazard lndex
numbers that do not include im-
pacts from benzene, sulfur dioxide,
and chromium. Based on these
assessments, all altematives meet
the health criteria for selection of a
remedy. $

Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS):
All of the stanrtory and regulatory
requirements and policy that have a
bearing on the way in whicb a
Superfrnd cleanup is conducted
ARARs could include air qualiry
regulations, noise ievel restrictions,
etc.

Arsenic:
A metal that is usually found as
arsenate or arsenite. It can harm
Iiving things at low concentrations,
and can enter the food chain.

Auger:
A piece of equipment used for
drilling holes into soil.

Benzene:
A colorless,liquid organic com-
pound which is volatiie and flam-
mable. Benzene is used as a
solvent. It is a lnown human
carcinogen (cancer-causing agent).

Cone penetrometer:
A tool that measures soil properties
(e.g., density, shear strength) while
being pressed into the ground.

Continuous char layer:
The discrete levei at which the char
Iayer in the sumps begins.

Exposure pathways:
The various ways in which humans
or animals can be exposed to
contaminants. Exposure pathways

I

xo
E

E'
!g
N
6

10
(llltr nitk)

1 :

0.1

0.01

0.001

0.0001
(LmrBirl)

"$$ $s:s,*^,-s'""--T T "-,$'
I Awrag€ Expoouro

$l Reasonable Marimum Erposure
' Risk for eeleiiw solijifixlion is assum€d to be the same. wiih or without €rcavaton.

l,lOTE: This graph prBs€nts inlormaiion for the highest risk rBc€ptor

Figure 15. Summary of.Noncancer Risks for Cleanup Alternatives
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include inhalation, ingestion, and
direct skin contact.

Fly ash:
Fine ash left over from the buming
of coal and other materials.

Granular activated carbon :
Treated carbon that can attract and
hoid contaminanrs. It is often used
in air filten to remove organic
contaminants from an air stream
before the treated air is releasti:d to
the atmosphere.

In-place borings:
(Boring sampies) Holes drilled and
sampled to determine the type of
subsurface m aterials Dresenl

In situ solidification:
Hardening of materials in piace.
Solidifi cation invoives mixing
hardening agents such as cement
with the materials to be solidified.

Institutional controls:
Adminisrrative measures or rules
imposed by govemment entities
and used o supplement technical
actions at a hazardous waste site.
institutional controls include
actions zuch as restrictions on use
ofpropenies.

Lon g-term engineerin g controls
(LrE):
Engineering measurcs taken to
prevent physical contact with the
waste material of concem (e.g., a
RCRA-equivalent cap).

pH:
A loguithmic scale (fron 0 - 14)
that measures how acidic or basic a
substance is. Substances with a pH
beiow 7.0 are acidic (such as
vinegar). The lower the number,
the greater the acidity. Substances

with a pH above 7.0 are basic, or
alkaline (such as baking soda). The
higher the number above Z, rhe
grcater the alkalinity. Substances
with a pH of 7.0 are neutral (such
as water).

RCRA:
The Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act approved as an
amendment to the fust federal solid
waste legislation, the Solid Waste
Dsposal Act of 1965. Under
RCRA, Congress esrabiished inirial
directives and guideiines for rhe
EPA to reguiare the management of
hazardous wastes as thev are
produced.

RCRA-equivalent cap:
A system that meets RCRA re-
quirements for covering hazardous
materials. The system includes a
multilayer cap that has low perme-
abiliry (is neady waterproof); a gas
collection and treatment system;
and a surface water collection
sYstem.

Record of Decision (ROD):
A pubiic document thu describes
which altemative has been seiected
for cleanup of a Superfund site.
The ROD is based on information
generated during the remedial
investigati ory'feasibility study, and
on consideration of pubiic com-
ments. It includes a Responsive-
ness Summary that responds to
pubiic comments.

Scrubber unit:
A device that uses a iiquid spray or
a dry, porous material to remove
gaseous pollutants from an air
stream. Scrubben are used as air
poilution control devices on ex-
haust stacks

Seep:
At McColl, a seep is an area where
some of the tarry waste material has
flowed above the ground surface
and is exposed.

Shroud:
A device used to contain gaseous
and particuiate emissions. At
McColl, a shroud wouid be used
over the auger to capmrc emissions
resulting from drilling into the
waste and to direct them through a
treaEnent system.

Slurry:
A liquid mixture of water and
cement-like particles.

Slurry wall:
A subsurface wall that acts as a
barrier to.preaent horizontal m ov e-
ment of subsurface water and liquid
wasrc.

Sulfur dioxide:
A heavy, pungent gas forrred
primarily from the combustion of
fossii fuels. It can cause irritarion
to the respiratory tract and eyes,
and at very high ievels can cause
death.

Tetrahydrothiophenes :
A family of sulfur-containing
compounds which usually have a
strong, unpieasant odor. These
compounds can be smelled at iow
concentrations.

Toluene: 
' :

A toxic volatile organic compound
used as a solvent and as an anti-
knock agent in gasoline.

Xylene:
A toxic volatile organic compound
used chiefly as a solvenr {}

September 1992
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The public @mment period on the cleanup altematives for the McColl site is your formal oppornmiry to
participate in the remedy selection process. Comments will be accepted in writing throughout the
@mment period and/or orally at the community meeting. CYou can use the form on the next page to
submit writlen comments.) The following is a brief guide to help you prepare and submit comments.

t l

Effective Community Comments

To comment most effectively, communiry members are encouraged to:

1) voice support for br opposition o specific altematives;
2) Iist specific reasons for supponing or opposing particular altematives;
3) ensure comments are concise and contain points to which the Agendy can respond directly; and
4) comment on documents EPA used to develop its Proposed Plan.

1) Voicing Your Support or Opposition:

It is best to comment on atl the altematives, not just the preferred altemative. When considering the
altemative, review the nine criteria described on page 6. Use the criteria as a basis for making your
comments on the alternatives.

2) Commenting on the SROA II, BPHE, PHERA, and Addenda:

The SROA II and related documents evaluate the technical implementabiliry, cost, and public health and
environmental prcneciiveness of the cleanup altematives.'These documents include the:

Ctraracteristics of the site;
Remedial action goals and description of altematives;
Applicabie or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS);
Public Health Assessment:
Technical evaluation: and
Cost analysis.

This information is the basis for EPA's Proposed Plan. When commenting on the SROA II and related
documents, you may want to comment on the description of an aitemative or on a specific aspect that
affects remedy selection. For example, commenting on the operations hours proposed for incineration is
a comment on the description of an altemative. in terms of the selection criteria, you may want to
comment on the cost estimate * is it too low because it does not include long-term maintenance or is it
too high because it assumes too many contingency factors?

EPA Response to Public CommentS

All significant comments received on the Proposed Plan or the SROA II and related decision documents
wil be addressed in the "Responsiveness Summary," which is part of the Record of Decision.

ICIw;,i,to ..:COm m ent. o n',C leanii p Altelnati Ves
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EIWIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENT SHEET
Cleanup Alternatives for the McColl Superfund Site

Dste

Name Representing

Address City, Sute, Zp Code

Daytime Phone Evening Phone

To comment most effectively, community members are encouraged to do one or more of the following:
. Voice support or opposition for certain altemadves
. Comment on the Supplemental Reevaluation of Alternatives II (SROA II)
. Comment on the Proposed plan

COMMENT:

o

- Commenb must be postmarked no later than September 29, 1992. Please mail comments to:
Pam Wieman, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA

75 Hawthorne Srre€r (H-6-1), San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
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For MoreInformation

Documents for the McOoll Superfund Site are
located in the information repository at:

Fullerton Public Library
Local F{istory Room
353 W. Commonwealth Avenue
Fullerton
(714) 738-6333

Hours:

Monday - ThursdaY 10 am - 9 Pm
Friday 10 am - 6 Pm
Saturday 10 am - 5 Pm
Sunday Closed

McCollSecurity Oflice
California EPA Public Participation Seaion
Orange County Public Health Nurses for health'related inquiries
U.S. EPA for odor comPlaints
U.S. EPA Media Contacl: Paula Bruin

lf you have questions about the Superfund
cleanup at Mc0oll, please call or write EPA's
Community Relations Coordinator for the site:

Fraser Felter
U.S. EPA
Region 9
75 Hawthome Street (H-1-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 744-2181

You may also call EPA's toll-free Superfund
hotline and leave a message. Your call will be
returned. The hotl ine number is:
(800) 231-3075

(714)523-s310
(916) 44s-9s43

tQf i )  s7s-2800
+ (415)74-2181

(415)74,/,-1587

Important McColl Superfund Sfte Telephone Numbers

Uniled States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9
75 Hawthome Street (H-1-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105
Atin: Fraser Felter

FIRST CLASS MAIL
U.S POSTAGE
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U.S. EPA
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SIDE: Proposed Plan for Cleanup at McColl Superfund Site

Lookfora reqdingsymbol on
pfoducts you buy. Such
sysmbols idontity rtctcled ot
recyclablc products. SuPPort
recyding marl6 bY buYing
products msdo trom reqdrd
material.
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EXAMPLE 2

ON STATION BOT]NDARY OFF.STATION C o C s ( 1 )

DEEP SHALLOW DEEP SHALLOW DEEP SIIALLOW

ND 2,000 ppb* 20-35 ppb < 5 p p b < 5ppb TCE

58 ppb ND PCE

8 ppb I 1 1.1 DCE

9 ppb 5.4 ppb 1,2 DCE

26 ppb ND Carbon-
tetrachloride

730 ppb* ND Benzene

(1) Chemicals of Concern
(?) Proposed plan does not define the data source of 2.1 ppb
(*) This will be addressed in the OU 2 study


